













































































PREHISTORIC SYNOPSIS

Further to the porth and west, in the
Piedmont, the Early Woodland is marked by a
pottery type defined by Coe (1964:27-29) as
Badin.? This pottery is identilied as having very
fine sand in the paste with an occasional pebble.
Coc identified cord-marked, fabric-marked, net-
impressed, and plain surface finishes. Beyond this
pottery little is known about the makers of the
Badin wares and relatively few of these sherds are
reported from South Carolina sites.

Somewhatl more information is available
forthe Middle Woodland, typically given the range
of about 2,300 B.P. to 1,200 B.P. In the Piedmont
and even into the Sand Hills, the dominant Middle
Waoodland ceramic type is typically identified as
the Yadkin series. Characterized by a crushed
quartz temper the pottery includes surface
treatments of cord-marked, fabric-marked, and a
very few linear check-stamped sherds (Coe
1964:30-32). It is regrettable that several of the
seemingly "best" Yadkin sites, such as the Trestle
site (31An19) explored by Peter Cooper (Ward
1983:72-73), have never been published.

Yadkin ceramics are associated with
medium-sized triangular points, although Oliver
(1981) suggests that a continuation of the
Piedmont Stemmed Tradition to at least 1650 B.P.
coexisted with this Triangular Tradition. The
Yadkin in South Carclina has been best explored
by research at 38SU83 in Sumter County (Blanton
et al. 1986) and at 38FL249 in Florence County
{Trinkley et al. 1993)

In some respects the Late Woodland
(1,200 B.P. to 400 B.P.) may be characterized as a
continuation of previous Middie Woodland cultural
assemblages. While outiside the Carolinas there
were major cultural changes, such as the continued
development and elaboration of agriculture, the
Carolina groups settled into a lifeway not

* The ceramics suggest clear regional
differences during the Woodland which seem to only be
magnified during the later phases. Ward (1983:71). for
example. notes that there "marked distinctions" between
the pottery from the Buggs Island and Gaston
Reservoirs and that from the south-central Piedmont.

appreciably different from that observed for the
previous 500-700 years. From the vantage point of
the Middle Savannah Valley Sassaman and his
colleagnes pote that, "the Late Woodland is
difficult to delineate typologically from its
antecedent or from the subsequent Mississippian
period” (Sassaman et al. 1990:14). This situation
wouid remain unchanged until the development of
the South Appalachian Mississippian complex (see
Ferguson 1971).

Previous Archaeological Studies and Research
QOrientation

Sassaman and Anderson {1994:53-98) do
an admirable job of discussion the key Middle
Archaic sites in the South Carolina region and no
effort is made to synthesize their discussions,
Instead, this discussion will focus entirely on the
previous research at 38RD1082 (which has been
briefly alluded to in the Introduction to this study).

The initial survey of 38RD1082 by AF
Consultants was designed "to assess the limits,
content, integrity, and NRHP eligibility" of the site.
The report of that investigation, however, notes:

upon arriving at the site, AF
Consultants found that the focal
construction area and the actual
site size were significantly larger
and container deeper . .. deposits
than originally reported (Drucker
1997:19).

As a result, the strategy of shovel testing at 15 to
30 foot intervals was reduced to testing at 100 to
150 foot intervals. Consequently, a series of 13
shovel tests were excavated.

Shovel Tests 1, 2, 3, and 4 were excavated
at 100 foot intervals along a central north-south
line. Shovel Test 5 was excavated about 150 feet
east of Shovel Test 4 in order to establish a second
north-south baseline. It appears, however, that
instead of using this baseline the subsequent tests
followed the natural topography of the area, with
Shovel Tests 6, 7, and 8 extending roughly
rorthward at irregular intervals along the eastern
edge of the property. One shovel test (ST 8) was
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING OF 38RD1082

placed across the connty road off the project area.
In a similar fashion Shovel Tests 9, 10, 11 were
oriented along the western side of the project at
100 foot intervals. Shovel Tests {2 and 13 were
mntuitively located to explore specific areas of the
project (Drucker 1997:19-21).

Druckersummarized thistesting, observing
that:

Although percolation and
bioturbation appear to have
caused some downward shiff,
artifacts were found to be
consistently concentrated within
the bottom 5 em [0.2 fool] of
dark brown (10YR4/3} sand
plowzone (PZ) and the top 50 cm
[1.6 foot] of underlying Zone 2
yellowish brown (10YR5/6) sand.
This suggests that the prehistoric
ground surface has been covered
by several centimeters of
colluvium, a process which no
doubt has accelerated since the
advent of European cultivation in
the 1700s (Drucker 1997:21).*

Drucker notes that 517 items were
collected from the site, including 359 specimens
from shovel testing and 158 objects [romi the
surface (Drucker 1997:22). Her analysis, however,
reveals only 197 objects [rom shovel tests and 133
specimens from the surface (Drucker 1997:Table
1). The difference, while sizeable, appears to be
fire cracked rock, which was counted to produce
the 517 items, but was weighed in the table. A
synthesis of the artifacts is provided here as Table
L.

* Clearly there is some disagreement regarding
both the amount of erosion and the nature of soil
develdpment in the project area, While USDA erosion
surveys indicate that this arca was subjected to
increasing erosion as a result of agricultural practices,
Drucker is suggesting that soils were buill-up instead.
Certainly the presence of overlying soils supports
Drucker's assessment.
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The stratigraphic information is rather
nebulous since most of the shovel tests include
materials from the "top of Zone 2" with specimens
recovered from the plowzone. While large
quantities of materials are reported from Zone 2
(where it was separated from the plowzone), there
is no information provided on individual test
depths. Some degree of skepticism is appropriate
since it is very difficult to excavate a shovel test
much below 50 cm (1.6 foot) without the shovel
scraping materials from the upper stratas into the
lower. Such mixing is almost impossible to prevent
in shovel tests,

The artifact-specific data, however,

however, reveals a strong preference for quartz

material and, in fact, no extralocal specimens were
recovered. The absence of exotics prompis Drucker
to observe that, "overdll, the site occupants appear
to have used widely available fall line and southern
piedmont raw materials” (Drucker 1997:23). Small
quantities of both hematite and soapstone wers
found, although in very small guantities, While not
mentioned by Drucker, hematite tends to occur in
fairly isolated areas of South Carolina, most
typically in the vicinity of Kings Creek and Broad
River bordering North Carolina, the area of
Anderson and Spartanburg counties, and the
vicinity of Abbeville and York counties (State
Department of Agriculture, Commerce, and
Immigration 1907:119-121). There are also small
outcrops in Newberry County, only 30 miles west
of 38RD1082 (Murphy 1995:60).

Most of the tools (17 out of 25 or nearly
70%) came from the surface. The recovered
projectile points included four Morrow Mountain,
one Guilford, two MAILA, and five points
described simply as "Late Archaic,” which we
interpret to mean small stemmed points such as
the Small Savannah River Stemmed or the Gypsy
Stemmed (Oliver 1981). It seems, therefore, that
the bulk of the lithics from the site date from the
Middle Archaic through the Late Archaic.

Sherds recovered from the site were
apparently all small, since they are described only
as "Early Woodland," and "sand-tempered." One
was check stamped. These materials may be related
to the Badin series of Piedmont North Carolina,
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Table 1.
Artifact Counts from the A¥ Consultants Survey of 38RD1082
{Adapted from Drucker 1997.Table 1)
Used Hlakes

Points Bifaces  Flakes O QZ M Other  Sherds  Historic Total
Surface 1t 2 4 103 & 1 2 2 133
ST1,PZ & Top Z.2 1 ! 25 1 1 29
ST 2, PZ & Top Z.2 8 g 1 17
ST 3. PZ & Top Z.2 13 1 1 15
5T 4, P4 & Top 4.2 5 5
ST 5. PZ 1 21 3 1 1 27
2 1 2 31 6 1 41
8T 6, PZ 5 3 8
Z.2 2 31 4 37
ST 7, PZ 1 1
Z2 3 1 4
STB, PZ & Top Z.2 1 1 2
STILZ 2 1 3 4
ST12,Z2 1 1
ST 13,22 1 1 3 1 6
Total 12 4 9 249 7 34 8 3 4 330

Q = quartz, QZ = quartzite, M = metavolcanic

although they may also be Depitford wares more
characteristic of the South Carolina Coastal Plam.
Repardless, these materials suggest that there was

at least some activity during the Early Woodland.

In terms of boundary definition, the 13
shovel tests provided information, afbeit limited, on
most portions of the property. Shovel Tests 9 and
10, situated on a fairly steep slope off the ridgetop,
produced no materials, suggesting that the steep
slopes to the east and west are generally
unproductive. Shovel Tests 7 and 8, at the extreme
northern portion of the property, reveal very low
densities of material, suggesting that while some
remains are present in these areas, they are fairly
far removed from the site core. In a similar
manner, Shovel Tests 4, 11, and 12, situated on the
west edge of the ridge, reveal very low densities
and also appear to be at or near the sile boundary.

This leaves Shovel Tests 1, 2, 3,5, and 6
producing 174 of the 197 shove! test artifacts or
88%. And of these five shovel tests, two (Shovel
Tests 5 and 6) have yielded 113 specimens — 57%
of the total shovel test collection or 65% of the

core concentration. Based on these data, it appears
that the site core extends over much of the
ridgetop, at least between the two concrete pads.
Boundary definitions to the east are imprecise
since, as Drucker notes, this property was owned
by another individual and access was not granted
to expand the survey (Drucker 1997:6). In general
the site is thought to encompass an area measuring
about 700 feet north-south by 400 feet east-west "at
the 400 ft. contour of the ridge top" (Drucker
1997:3).

Curiously, however, both Drucker’s
management summary (letter to Mr. Dan Ligon
dated September 29, 1997) and the updated site
form (38RD1082 site form, South Carolina
Institute of Archaeclogy and Anthropology,
University of South Carolina) both specify that the
sitc measures only 500 by 165 feet. In the
management summary Drucker also specifies that:

the focal area extends from the
southeast property fence behind a
small wooded shed to a point
approximately 30 m (ft) [sic] east
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of the northernmost construction
pad (Shovel Tests #1-#6, #13
and General Surface) (letter to
Mr. Dan Ligon dated September
29, 1997).

The differencesbetween the management summary
and the [inal report are of importance since our
work was based on the results as reported in the
management summary — the only document
available to us at the time.

Drucker notes that the silc "appears to
represent  the remains of repeated Indian
occupation” situated in an inter-riverine zone. She
notes that although the sitc might have been
"revisited over a period of several hundred to
several thonsand vears,' il "may contain intact
cvidence of habitation activities associated with
Middle Archaic hunting, [ood processing, tool
praduction/maintenance, and collection or
processing of minerals and possibly non-game
resources” (Drucker [997:27).

Although not specifically itemized,
Drucker seems to outline several rescarch areas
that are briefly presented here.

She specifically comments that one
research topic is "delineation o base camp vs.
mobile foraging activities and tool kits" since that
would "help to clarify Middie to Late Woodland
setilement patterns within the Twentyfive Mile
Creek drainage area" (Drucker 1997:27).

Based on the posited "sub-plowzone
integrity and the spatial distribution of materials”
Drucker comments that:

discrete intra-site work areas may
be detected and that tool kits
containing a variety of unilacial
and bifacial tool types may be
associated with one or more of
the Archaic components of site
occupation (Drucker 1997:27),

Because of the density of flakes and tools
recovered from the site, she comments that:

[
8]

this site might provide evidence
of technological changes in both
bifacial and unifacial tool
manufactures (Drucker 1997:27).

And finally, the presence of small
quantities of extralocal hematite and soapstone,
coupled with the use of local materials like quartz
and metavolcanics suggests that the site:

may shed further light on the
[unction and meaning of these
materials in the lives of Middle
and Late Archaic hunters, as well
as how resource selection and
other economic strategies, such as
trade, changed from the Late
Archaic to the Mississippian
periods in the Wateree River and

. Broad River watersheds (Drucker
1997:27).

Drucker concludes that the site is
potentially eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places and recommended
additional testing consisting of both dispersed 1-
meter test units and a block excavation, assoctated
with funding for OCR and radiocarbon dating
{Drucker 1997:28).

The research questions presented are
certainly ambitious and will be discussed in greater
detail in a following section. Additional research
topics have also been outlined by Sassaman and
Anderson (1994), based on the Middle and Late
Woodland context they developed for the South
Carolina Department of Archives and History.
Already alluded to questions regarding:

m The wvwpological association of the
MALA point and especially its
spread to other areas of South
Carolina. To address this
question, of course, it would be
necessary to identify a site with
sealed ' contexts and Jlarge
assemblages, similar to the
original Pen Point site.
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n The wtwpological significance of
the Morrow Mountain I and 1T
divisions. To be able to address
this question sites most not only
possess fairly large numbers of
these points, but there must also
be assemblages of preforms,
discarded points, and flakes, all
securely associated with the
points.

w The temporal placement of the
Morrow Mountain phase in South
Carolina’s  Middle Archaic
chronologv. This question
demands, of course, the presence
of sealed features capable of
providing either radiometric or at
least OCR dates.

Furthermote, they note that there is niuch
variation in settlement at different Sandhill
locations (Sassaman and Anderson 1994:148).
Urging additional research, they note that it is
essential to develop models that are appropriate
for the specific locations being examined. It may,
therefore, not be possible to fit 38RD1082 into an
existing subsistence-settlement system. They also
caution against the a priori belief that the sandhill
environment is "marginal," urging that the
questicns, "marginal to whom?" and "marginal to
what?" be carefully considered and addressed.
While not explicitly stated, there is a presumption
that sites capable of contributing detailed
envirenmental and subsistence data are of special
interest in the exploration of this question.
Cousequently, sites must possess, again, sealed
deposits which can securely dated. Soils should be
promising for the recovery pollen and features with
ethnobotanical remains are critical for subsistence
research.

Many of the research questions posed by
Sassamtan and Anderson (1994:183-192) are so
broad as to be best addressed through comparison
research incorporating either existing records or
collections from multiple sites. Others are primarily
methodological and are related to the techniques
used to either identify or document Archaic sites.

Some research topics, however, are clearly
appropriate for individeal site locations. For
example:

» What information about group
size or duration of eccupation can
be determined from assemblages?
Can special activity areas be
identified within larger
assemblages? Are structural
remains present? Are the remains
that are found the result of one or
a few visils, numerous visits, or
seasonal or vear-round
encampments? To address these
questions the authors note that
block excavations are necessary,
but they offer relatively little
advice on the types of data sets
required to address these
questions (see Sassaman and
Anderson  1994:190). Clearly
sealed deposits that are relatively
contemporaneous are necessary
for many of the questions.
Likewise, the probability of
identifying features is critical for
others. Mixed sites, sites lacking
clear vertical and/or horizontal
stratigraphy, and sites lacking
features suitable for dating are
not Tlikely to produce the
information necessary to address
these research questions.

Taken together, these questions help
define the context against which the data sets
present at 3ISRD1082 must be compared to
determine the site’s ability to address significant
research questions. Sassaman and Anderson, in a
time prior to the refinement of National Register
assessments offer some recommendations regarding
sites which are clearly eligible. The features which
mark eligible sites mclude:

(1Y Intact buried deposits,
particularly assemblages, yielding
features or preserved floral and
faunal remains. These sites
provide the opportunity to refine
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If this outline is reviewed carefully, it becomes
apparent that many of the issues previously
discussed (i.c., sealed deposits, mtact {eatures,
clear stratigraphy, ete.) form the basis of their

our knowledge of chronology,
subsistence, and typology.

(2} Stratified deposits, with
components that can be isolated
horizontally or vertically. This
would facilitate detailed
cxamination of single periods of
occupation.

(3) Any site yielding evidence for
structural remains (i.c., post lines
or arcs, pithouse-like features).

(4) Areally extensive surface
scatiers from plowzone or eroded
upland context, particularly if
evidence for artifact relocation
beyond more than a few meters is
minimal, or from large, dense
sites in similar settings where
shallow undisturbed deposits are
present. Controlled surface
collection (i.e., artifact piece
plotting} as well as block unit
excavations could recover discrete
occupational episodes or activities
areas on sites of this kind. The
Windy Ridge site excavations
(House and Wogaman 1978) are
an  example of a successiul
excavation of a site of this kind
(Sassaman and Anderson

1994:199).

assessment process.
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Methodology

With the information available in the letter
managenent summary and after discussions with
Mr. Niels Taylor, the SHPO Archaeologist, it was
decided that the National Register eligibility of
38RD1082 could probably be determined through
the excavation of two 5-foot units and several
additional 2-foot units. Substantive issues guiding
this decision were:

= the need to better determine
the stratigraphy and depth of
deposits at the site, :

m the nature of the materials
associated with the different
stratigraphic levels,

» the prevalence and association
of unusual materials such as
soapstone, hematite, charcoal,
and bone,

» the presence of features or
concentrations of artifacts, and

» the pature of the deposits
associated with the two concrete
pads (where construction would
totally eliminate access.

The two 5-fool units, placed within the
pad areas, would allow the examination of all of
these questions, while the smaller units would
specilically help validate the results from the two
5-foot units as well as provide a larger sampling of
data from across the site. Five-foot units were
selected as the minimal size to eliminate potential
contamination of deeper levels by materials from
upper walls, In addition, 5-foot units seem also to
be the minimal size to permit the ready
identification of features. Smaller units were used

as a supplement, recognizing that they would
probably not aliow the identification of features
and, in spite of careful excavation, might still
include some mixing of materials.

Upon arrival at the site it was clear that
there had been extensive cutting, primarily on the
crest of the ridge, Beginning at the southern edge
of the project area (just north of a small shed) a
dozer had been used to cut or remove about 1.0 to
1.5 feet of the ridge (Figure 6) and level the two
pads. This cotting appeared to have been limited
to the central area, with a clear bank about 0.5 to
1.0 foot in height along portions of the eastern site
edge (Figure 7). The resulting soil was then spread
over much of the remaining site area as fill
(Figures 8 and 9). It was this extensive, albeit
relatively shallow, disturbance which resulted m the
site’s discovery. Figure 10 reveals the extent of this
disturbance, as well as the relationship of the
various units and the site’s original topography,
prior to grading,

Test Pit 1 was placed in the souther half
of the northern pad, toward the eastern edge
(Figures 9 and 10). This was determined to be a
cut area, but it appeared to be toward the northern
edge of Drucker’s site core. It was pushed to the
eastern edpe of the pad to ensure that it wasn’t too
close to the western fringe of the site, whero
artifact density, based on the shovel tests, declines
rapidly. '

Test Pit 2 was also placed toward the
eastern edge of the southern pad, again to ensure
that it was in the site core. A central-pad location
was selected since Drucker’s data seemed to
suggest that this would be among the denser site
areas (Figure 6 and 10).

Excavation of these units was by natural
soil zones where apparent and elsewhere by levels
0.5 foot in depth. All soil was screened through 14-
inch mesh. Soil samples (about l-quart in size)
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Figure 7. Fastern e&ge of the sne showmg cut and fill sections. Back dlﬂ to the left edge of the photograph
is Test Pit 6.
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Figure &. Top of the ridge at 38RD 1082 looking north. Test Pit 2 is being cleaned. Note the extensive site

disturbance.
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Figure 9. Cleaning Test Pit 2 in the northern pad area.

27



ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING OF 38RD1082

SCALE IN FEET

DATUM/
REFERENCE POINT 1

" —

ELECTRICAL
BOX

F-1 cuT AReAS
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Figure 10. Plan view of excavations at 38RD1082.
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were retained from each zomne or level. At the
conclusion of the excavation the unit was troweled,
photographed, and drawn. These units were not
backfilled, but were covered in plastic and
surrounded by caution tape. This allowed them to
be returned 1o, if necessary.

Test Pits 3 — 6 were alf 2-foot squares, but
were otherwise excavated in a similar fashion. The
units were oriented north-south. The only major
difference in technique was that these units
employed Zone designations for natural soil lenses
which were then further divided into 0.5 foot
levels.

Test Pit 3 was placed at what we
anticipated {correctly) to be the western edge of
the site. Although not disturbed, relatively few
artifacts were recovered and those found tended to
occur at higher elevations. Test Pit 4 was placed
outside the consiruction zone, ‘it an area
undisturbed by mechanical equipment. This unit
provided a fairly intact site profile correlating well
with those from Test Pits 1 and 2. Test Pits 5 and
O were placed along the eastern edge of the site, in
the posited site core, although also in areas which
appeared to exhibit fifl. These tests were designed
to evaluate the nature of disturbance under the fill
and also 1o determine how much is present. No
excavations were placed north of Test Pit 6 since
Drucker found the artifact density 1o decline in
this direction and we felt that Test Pit 1 provided
adequate information.

Each unit was tied into the overall site
plan using a permanent datum located at the
southeast comer of the northern concrete pad.
Associated with the corner of the proposed
building, this location is considered fairly
permanent and provides vertical control.
Horizontal control is provided by surface roots of
a live oak tree painted orange and assigned an
assumed elevation of 100 feet.

A topographic map was prepared of the
site area (see Figure 10) to illustrate the nature of
the ridgetop. Elevations fall rapidly to the north
and west, The county road defines the northern
nose of the ridge, with the ground continuing to
slope 1o the north. The fenced area includes most

of the ridge top to the east, although none of the
slope is included. It seems likely, given the similar
slope to the east as found to the west, that the site
boundary is equally well defined in this area. To
the south, however, the topography continues to
rise slightly, dipping into a small swale to the
southeast and then leveling off, It seems likely that
the only boundary not well defined is that to the
south, off the project site.

Examined m plan view it is also apparent
that the grading on the ridgetop was limited to the
area of the planned pads and was probably
designed to create a fairly level area and grub out
any surface vegetation that might cause settling
problems for the concrete pads. The resulting fill
was spread primarily to the east, with only small
quantities distributed to the west,

The plowzone in the area of Test Pit 1 had
apparently been stripped away and the upper 0.4
foot was a light yellowish browa (L0YR6/4) sand,
designated level 1, This overlaid 1.3 feet of reddish
yellow (7.5YR6/6) sand excavated as levels 2, 3,
and the upper portion of 4. At the base of the unit
was a strong brown (7.5YR5/6) coarse sand that
included clay lenses. As excavations continued
across the site, this "orange" soil (see Figure 9)
became an excellent indicator that the unit had
reached sterile soil. No artifacts were ever found in
these soils. During excavation of Test Pit 1 a tree
stain was identified in the northeast quadrant,
clearly visible within Level 1 and tapering toward
the base of Level 4. This stain was filled with
charcoal and was excavated separately from the
remainder of the unit. Whea removed, it revealed
very dense artifacts, suggesting that as the tree
decomposed it allowed artifact bearing soils to
migrate deeper in the profile.

Test Pit 2 likewise revealed that the
plowzone had been stripped away, leaving only
about 0.2 foot of olive brown (25Y4/4) sand
designated level 1. Below this was 1.6 feet of a
reddish yellow (7.5YR6/6) sand designed levels 2
and 3 (each of these levels was (.6 in depth, rather
than 0.5 as planned). The upper portion of level 4
included this reddish yellow sand but graded into
a strong brown sand, ideatical to that found in
Test Pit 1. Again, artifacts were not present in this
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lower level. A vague tree stain, less well defined
than that found in Test Pit 1, was encountered in
the northeast corner of Test Pit 2. It contained a
similar amount of charcoal in the upper levels and
again tapered toward the base. This time, however,
it was not separately excavated.

Test Pit 3 revealed a very thin A horizon,
pethaps suggesting that this unit was on the edge
of the site area that had been subjected to
cultivation. Defined as Zone 1, consisting of a
brown (7Z5YR4/3) sand, it was only 0.25 foot in
depth and ovetlaid a Kght yellowish brown
(10YR6/4) sand 0.4 foot in depth and excavated as
Zone 2. Below this was neariy 1.0 foot of reddish
yellow (7.5YR6/6) sand excavated as Zone 3, levels
1 and 2. While more shallow, this corresponds to
levels 2 and 3 in Test Pits [ and 2. At the base of
the unit was again a strong brown (7.5YRS5/6) sand
that, although only shallowly excavated, was sterile.

Test Pit 4 also exhibited a very shallow A
horizon, again calling into question the extent of
cultivation to the south of the ridge core. We
identified 0.3 foot of brown (7.5YR4/3) sand
designated Zone 1. This overlaid 0.4 foot of light
yellowish brown (10YR6/4) sand designated Zone
2. Below was 1.6 foot of reddish yellow (7.5YR6/6)
sand designated Zone 3 and excavated in three
levels. At the base of the unit was the strong
brown sand found elsewhere. Here 0.5 foot was
excavated as Zome 4 with no materials being
recovered.,

For the most part Test Pit 5 was very
similar to Test Pit 4, except that it included nearly
0.9 foot of mottled fill. This fill was excavated and
screened, but it produced relatively few remains.
Below it was slightly over 0.3 foot of Zone 1 soils
— a dark brown (7.5YR3/4) loamy sand more
characteristic of plowed soil except for its very
shallow depth. Zone 2 was 0.4 foot of light
yellowish brown (10YR6/4) sand overlying 1.3 foot
of reddish yellow (7.5YR6/6) sand taken out as
Zone 3, levels 1-3 (levels 1 and 2 were both 0.5
foot in depth, while level 3 was only 0.3 foot).
Below il laid Zone 4, a strong brown sand (which
was excavated for 0.3 foot),
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The final unit, Test Pit 6, revealed 0.4 foot
of fill similar to that found in the Test Pit 5. Under
it were 0.2 foot of dark brown sand, suggesting that
the grading may have stripped some of the A
horizon then redeposited fill — a sitvation not
uncommon in grading operations. Below Zone 1
was (.3 foot of light yellowish brown (10YR6/4)
sand excavated as Zone 2. Zone 3, taken out in
four levels, was reddish yellow (7.5YR6/6) sand 1.8
foot in depth. At the base of the unit was, again,
strong brown sand.

Findings
Laboratory Methods

As previously mentioned, the cleaning of
artifacts and cataloging of the specimens was
conducted at Chicora laboratories in Columbia
immediately following the field investigations. The
materials have been curated at the South Carolina
Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology and
have been cataloged using that institution’s
accessioning  practices. No specimens were
identified which required conservation or
stabilization. Specimens were packed m plastic
bags and boxed. Field notes were prepared on pH
neutral, alkaline buffered paper and photographic
materials were processed to archival standards, All
field notes, with archival copies, will also be
curated with this facility.

Two primary materials were identified in
the lithic collections. One was quartz, which was
usually a iranslucent white, but occasionally
reddish (so called rose-quartz), grayish, yellowish-
brown, or clear (quartz crystal). This material is
found throughout the Carolina Piedmont and
ntight have been obtained from either veins or as
cobbles in Piedmont river gravels. The other
common material was classified simply as
metavolcanic, meaning partially metamorphosed
volcanic rocks, This might inclede flow banded
thyolite, porphyritic rhyolite, plain rhyolite, felsic
tuff, welded vitric tuff or breccia tuff. The only
other material found any frequency was quartzite
also called by orthoquartzite by some researchers.
This material is typically a light brown to white and
has been characterized as a chalcedony cemented
quartz arenite by one researcher (Anderson et al.
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1982). Tt probably criginated [rom Coastal Plain
outcrops and, as a result, may be considered an
extralocal or exotic material.

Debitage categories included primary
(defined as {lakes with 90% or more cortex),
sccondary (defined as having 1% to 90% cortex),
interior (defined as having no cortex}). These
categories, widely used, are briefly explained by
Yohe (1996:54-56). More refined categories,
where they are used, follow the definitions offered
by Blanten et al. (1986), Oliver et al. (1986), and
Yohe (1996).

Fire cracked rock, typically considered the
result of "hot rock" cocking in earth ovens or by
stone boiling, may also simply represent hearth
remains. They are typically characterized by
reddening and/or cracking of cortex-bearing river
cobbles, frequently quartz. Nevertheless, it is at
times difficult to distinguish such materials from
naturally occurring rock. Furthermore, House and
Wogaman noted years ago that, "it is very difficult,
even in the laboratory, to distinguish heat-induced
cracking and discoloration of weathered rocks"
(House and Wogaman 1978:58).

Shatter is ofien called chunks by other
researchers. Either term is typically applied to
angular pieces of debitage of various sizes. They
lack observable striking platforms, dorsal and
ventral faces, or other characteristics of flakes.
These items are often, although not always blocky
and angular. Shatter is thought to have been
produced in greatesit numbers in the very earliest
stages of tool production.

Hammerstonesare typically large, rounded
pieces of rock with observable areas of battering or
cortex damage. They were probably used for
percussion knapping, although other lunctions are
entirely possible.

Points, also called hafted bilaces by some,
arc symmetrical, pointed bifaces which are
modified for hafting. The diagnostic lithic remains
were  compared 1o published typological
descriptions for the various projectile points such
ag Coe (1952, 1964), Oliver (1981), and South
(1959}, Htems which can not be securely identified

because of damage or which lack the often
definitive basal sections are classified simply as
bifaces.

At the testing level tools are defined very
simply, being placed in broad morphological
categories. Our laboratory methods, for example,
define a biface as an artifact with flakes removed
on both sides (not distinguishing between
preforms, early stage reductions, and so forth); a
core is a piece of raw material from which flakes
have been removed; an end scraper is a blade tool
with at least one convex end which exhibits a steep
angle; a used flake is a chip of stone that was used
as a tool, exhibiting edge damage or wear; and a
side scraper is a flake tool in which one of the long
edges was retouched to serve as the scraping edge.
These definitions generally follow those provided
by Yohe (1996).

Pottery examples were compared to
typological descriptions provided by Coe (1964) for
the North Carolina Piedmont. They were also
compared to the type descriptions offered by
Anderson et al. (1982) for the South Carolina
Coastal Plain, as well as research by others, such as
Blanton et al. (1986) and Ward (1983).

Seils and Stratigraphy

Although the depths of the different soil
zones varies and while there are topographic
differences in the elevations, each excavation
revealed a very similar profile — brown or dark
brown sands from the A horizon overlaid reddish
yellow sands. At the base of each excavation we
found strong brown sand (what most people might
characterize as "orange" sand). These similarities
are revealed in Figure 11, while Figures 12 and 13
illustrates the profiles from Test Pits 1 and 2.

The percentage of sand, silt, and clay was
determined {for each of the four levels excavated in
Test Pit 1 and the results are shown in Table 2.
While no more sophisticated tests (such as
determining the nature or size of the sand grains,
the soils do tend to get more sandy with depth.
While the silt content varies, the proportion of clay
clearly decreases.

k]|
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Figure 11. Profiles of excavated units at 38RID1082 (view is always to the north).
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Figure 13. Test Pit 2 excavated, view to the east.
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Table 2.
Sand, Silt and Clay Contend (by 97)
ol Soils in Test Pit 1

Lv1 Lv2 Lv 3 Lvd
sand 66.7 73.3 66.7 86.7
silt 10.0 3.3 16.7 3.0
clay 233 23.4 16.6 8.3

When the dilferent strata are compared
with the gunantitics of materials recovered
{excluding items in the fill) the bulk of the
materials are found consistently in the same two
levels in all units except one, Test Pit 4 at the
south end of the site. The uniformily of recovery
elsewherc on the site suggests that as one moves
turther south on the ridge different soil conditions
begin to dominate and materials may be

ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING OF 38RD1082

natural — tree stains were found in both 5-foot
units, probably relics of the earlier woods which
covered the site area. Charcoal is locally abundant,
but is particularly associated with these tree stains.
It seems likely that some, perhaps much, is
naturally occurring, either as the burning of
"lighter-wood" iree roots or as forest fire debris,
Examination of selected hand collected samples
from the site reveal all to be wood charcoal, with
Pinus sp. being the only identifiable species. No
hickory or acomn shell was identified nor were
other wood types recognized in the samples
collected.

The excavations failed to identify
concentirations of artifacts which might have
marked the Ilocation of thoroughly leached
features. Nor were concentrations of fire cracked

cven more deeply buried than they are in
the project area (although clearly
additional work would need to be
conducted to determine this any certainty).

These data reveal that while

Materials Recovered by Depth, Expressed in percent
(based on correlation of zones and levels)

Table 3.

TP 1 TP 2 TP 3 TP 4 TP S TP 6

malerials are occasionally found to depths

Z.1
of 70 centimeters (2.1 feet) as reported by z.2
Drucker, the bulk of the materials are Z.3
pretiy consistently within the 40 to 50 Z.3
centimelters (1.5 feet) (Table 3). The minor % _:

varialions seen in the table may simply be

YR

0.0 1.9 88 13

333 5.8 14.7 7.7

41.6 9.1 50.0 194 324 529
54.5 36.5 16.7 330 44.1 323
03 134 0.0 39.8 0.0 5.8
0.0 1.0 0.0 00 00 0.0

the result of undulations in the aboriginal

soil, variations in the amouni of bioturbation,
unrecognized tree slains, errors in the excavation
of the different levels, or perhaps even random
bias. The point that is most significant, it seems, is
not that there is vanation, bul rather that
throughout the site there is so much uniformity.

The soil zone i which the bulk of the
materials were recovered has mno special
appearance and is not visually distinet from those
above or below. In general, this zone is the upper
portion of the "yellow" and lying immediately
below the "light brown" sand of the A horizon.
Cultural materials, as previously discussed,
terminate prior 1o the "orange" sand lound
consistently in this study.

FThe only "features” cncountered were

rock observed in the study. Instead, the slightly
reddened, crizzled, and broken quartz was found
fairly uniformly spread throughout the artifact
bearing-zone.

Artifacts

The most abundant artifacts recovered
from the excavations are flakes (n=656), followed
by shatter (n=397) and fire cracked rock (n=154).
In contrast, tools account for only 31 specimens
(Table 4).

These tools include 12 projectile points (10
of which were recovered from Test Pit 2), 16
bifaces (12 of which were recovered from Test Pit
2), onc hammersione, and two used flakes.
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Table 4.
Artifacts Recovered from 38RD1082

Metavolcanic

Used Quartz Flakes Flakes Other Flakes Shatter
Provenience CSPP Bifnce HS Flake Core P S I P N I P S [ Q M Ot FCR H § Bone
TPL. 11 1 2 1 2 7 4 14 3 23 4 2 3
L2 1 1 3 21 2 18 3
L2, tree 1 1 3 1 3 1 1
13 1
L3, tree 1 1 2 1
TPz, 14 4 4] 33 125 18 32 1 4 34 29 1 9 5 7
1z - 6 k) 1 10 2 20 L 1 6 23 33 1
13 1 4 15 1 1 12 1 39 7 1 4 1
L4 2 1
TP3, 22 1 1
Z3. L1 3
Z3. 12 1
TP4, Z1 1 1
72 4 2
Z3, 11 2 8 10 7
Z3, 12 1 5 8 i 17 2
Z3. 13 1 7 14 1 17 1
TP5, Z1 3
z2 2 3 1
Z3, 11 2 1 1 7 2
Z3,12 2 3 3 5
TP6, Fill 3 1
Z1 1 1
Z2 2 2 6 2
73,11 1 10 10 201 23 12 13 2
Z3,12 1 8 2 14 6 15 1 3 1 2
23,13 5 4
Surface 3
Totals 12 16 1 2 1 19 101 334 1 34 157 1 1 8 297 93 7 9 5 8§ 12

C8PP = chipped stone projectile point; H = bammerstone; Flakes: P = primary, $ = secondary, I = interior; Shatter: Q = quartz,

M = metavolcanic, Qt = quartzite; FCR = fire cracked rock; H = hemalite; S = sherds
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The projectile points include one Taylor
point (Michie 1966), one Kirk Corner-Notched
(Cac  1964:69-70), seven Morrow Mountain
Stemmed points {Coe 1964:37-43), two Savannah
River Stemmed points (Coc 1964:44-43), and one
Small Savannah River Stemmed (Oliver 1981:151-
154). These points, illustrated i Figure 14 with
briel metric attributes itemized in Table 5, closely
follow recognized types.

The Taylor point, the only specimen made
from Coastal Plain chert, falls in the mid-range of
previous specimens. It jucludes the attributes ol
alternate beveling, basal grinding, squared ears,
and well-defined side-notches. The specimen,

33RDI082 is that all are manufactured from
quartz. In addition, Coe’s Morrow Mountain 1
points are considerably more common than the
long tapered stem variety. One of the Morrow
Mountain I1 points is somewhat unusunal in its
small size — only 28 mm in length. This is just
under Coe’s minimum !ength of 30 mm, but the
width to length ratio of 1:1.5 is within his original
definition (Coe 1964:37). While this is a small
specimen, it appears to otherwise fall within the
Morrow Mountain definition.

Just as quartz was apparently the material
of choice for the makers of the Morrow Mountain
points, metavolcanics were consistently selected by

the Native Americans producing

Table 5.

{measurements in mm)

Projectile Points Recovered from 38RD1082

the Savannah River Stemmed
and Small Savannah River
Stemmed points at 38RD1082.
Although none of the points are
intact, the two Savannah River

Q = quartz. M = metavolcanic; C = chert

Type Provenience Material Length  Width  Thickness .

T‘:;?or TP Ly2 c 409 17 5 Stemmed points appear to be at
Kirk Corner-Notched TP6,Z3 vl M ? 26 8 small end of Coe’s type
Morrow Mountain TP2,1x1 Q LE} 24 12 description. One  specimen
Morrow Mountain I1 TP 2, Iv1 Q 29 19 5 exhibits an incurvate base, while
Morrow Mounla!n I TP 2, 1v2 Q 50 26 9 the other possesses a straight
Morrow Mountain [ TP 2, Lv2 Q kL) 26 G . . .

Morrow Mountain I TP 2, Iv2 Q 53 30 10 base. 'The dl,mmutwe Small
Morraw Mountain 1 TP2, Lv 2 Q 4 26 11 Savannah River Stemmed
Morrow Mountain 11 TP 2,1x2 Q 45 26 12 variety is within the size range
Savanptah River Stemmed TP 2, Iv1 M 7 46 10 proposed by QOliver and is in all
Savannah River Stemmed TP 2, lv 1 M 7 30 7 : :

Small Savannah River Stem TP 1. Jwv | M 53 24 7 respects ty'plcal of this type.

The sxteen bifaces

recovered from the testing

unfortunately provides no additional clues
concerning the dating of this poorly defined type,
although Michie (1992:223) notes similarities with
the Bolen points of Florida and the Big Sandy
points of Alabama and Tennessee.

The single Kirk Corner-Notched point
recovered from the site falls well within Coe’s size
range and is made of metavolcanic material. Given
the insccure dating of the Taylor poiut, this is the
oldest point recovered from these excavations,

dating to perhaps 8000 B.P.

One of the first attributes noticed about
the seven Morrow Mountain points recovered from

36

include nine tips, several of
which are likely from finished points. Without
diagnostic bases, however, these cannot be reliably
identified and are included in the biface category.
One of the nine is a gray chert, two are
metavolcanic, while the remaining six are quartz.
There are also seven intact bifaces, five of which
are quartz, while two are of metavolcanic matertal,

The two used flakes present in the
collection are both quartz and are worked on only
one face. The one quartz hammerstone measures
about 53 by 52 by 23 mm and exhibits extensive
wear.

When all of the flaked tools are taken
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Figure 14, Examples of lithics and pottery recovered from 38RD1082. A, Kirk Corner-Notched; B, Taylor
point: C-1, Morrow Mountain Stemmed; J-K, Savannah River Stenimed; L, Small Savannah River
Stemmed; M, hammerstone: N, Badin Check Stamped; O, Yadkin Check Stamped; P, Yadkin Cord
Marked.
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together and characterized only by raw material, 20
(66.7%) of the 30 specimens are made of quartz,
eight (26.7%) are made of metavolcanics, and two
(0.6%) are made of chert. Although the projectile
points suggest that this reliance on quartz may have
teniporal significance at 38RD 1082, this cannot be
delermined from the inlormation available.

Curiously, when the flake collection is
examined a very similar breakdown of quarlz
(69.29), metavolcanics (29.3%), and other
material (1.5%) is revealed. Lven the shatter
closely [ollows this pattern, with 74.8% ol the
shatter being quartz, 23.4% being metavolcanics,
and 1.8% being other material (entirely quartzite).
It seems, therefore, that at least in a general sense,
the projectile points can be correlated with the
lithic debris at the site, revealing a (zirly intensive
Morrow Mountain occupation relying heavily on
quarlz. It is, however, imporlant to espress some
caution since Drucker's earlier work revealed
MALA, Late Archaic, and Woodland points, all
made [rom quartz (Drucker 1997:Table 1).

Perhaps more interesting, however, is the
large quantity of interior flakes, comprising 73.6%
of the quartz specimens and 81.8% ol the
metavolcanic materials, The next most common are
the secondary flakes — 22.2% of the guartz and
17.7% of the metavoleanic. Primary flakes account
for a very small proportion of the collection —
4.2% of the quartz and only 0.5%of the
metavolcanic,

In general, researchers see a continuum
belween very a very high proportion of primary
flakes and a very high number of interior flakes.
When primary flakes are common (perhaps around
25%) and there are a number of early-stage
bifaces, it is generally though that the site exhibits
quarrying activity involving the reduction of raw
materials. At the other end of the continuum are
sites with few primary flakes, but large numbers of
interior flakes coupled with late-stage bifaces or
finished projectile points exhibiting varying stages
of wear and resharpening (as is the case at
38RD1082). Bifaces were likely brought to such

sites either {inished or nearly finished.

Site 38RD1082 also yielded a fairly robust
collection of shatter — 397 fragments. These
materials include angular waste that is often
(although not exclusively) produced during the
early siages of reduction. Again quartz is the most
common material, accounting for 74.8% of the
assemblage.

This collection of flakes might suggest the
site was used both for finishing bifaces into tools,
as well as resharpening or maintaining existing tool
forms. The seemingly large amount of shatter,
however, may be the result of reliance on quartz,
which often has only modest working
characteristics. The low incidence of primary
flakes, the recovery of oniy one hammerstone, the
failure to identify a number of preforms, and the
extensive reworking of recovered projectile points
suggests that this site was primarily oriented
toward maintenance.

The sherds from excavated contexts at the
site are all small and include one unidentifiable
sherds, one Yadkin Cord Marked and one Yadkin
Check Stamped. From the surface of the site three
Yadkin Check Stamped sherds were recovered.
There is considerable variation in the paste,
although much of this variation is likely the result
of the very small sample size (only four analyzable
sherds). The aplastics were all identified as either
quartz or an unidentified white material. Size
range from fine to coarse and all four sherds had
a variety of aplastic sizes present. Two sherds
included fine and medinm sand, one included fine
and coarse inclusions, and the fourth contained
only fine and medium sand (somewhat reminiscent
of the Badin series). Two of the sherds included
subangular quartz coupled with rounded inclusions.
One specimen included both subangular and
angular sand grains, while the fourth included a
range of rounded, subangular, and angular
materials.

These materials likely reveal the range of
variation that might be expected if a large
collection were available. All of the materials
appear to resemble other collections classified as
Yadkin, although as Anderson suggested years ago,
a type-variety approach is probably more
reasonable (see Anderson 1982 and Trinkley et al.
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1993:90-93). The onc sherd that is somewhat
similar to Badin may, in fact, represent an early
assemblage (sec, for example, Trinkley ¢t al
1993:93-97).  Obviously, the collection  from
FERDI082 is simply too small to provide any real
assistance in better understanding the muddled
ceramic typology of the Carolina Fall Line,

The last item worthy of at least brief
mention are the 12 fragments of caleined bone
recovered from the excavations. Feund i only two
units, the remains suggest that faunal material was
once present on the site, but s today preserved
anly when the bone was thoroughly burned. The
ctfects of acidic soils, rapid leaching, and
depositional factors all appear to have mitigated
against faunal materials being preserved unless
calcined. What appear to be mammal remains
dominate the collection, at least partially because
their larger and denser bones are more likely to
survive than those of fish, reptiles, amphibians, or
birds.
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CONCLUSIONS

Site Evaluation

The mechanism for the evaluation of
IBRIDI082 has been previously discussed at length
(secc pages 5 and 6). Briefly, it involves (1)
identifying the site’s data sets, (2) identilying the
historic context applicable to the site, (3)
identifying significant research questions the site
might be able to address, (4) evaluating the site’s
integrity in order {o determine il it can, in fact,
address the proposed research questions, and (5)
identifying truly significant rescarch questions
among all of the questions the site can, in fact,
address.

The previous chapter has just outlined the
data sets present (and not present) at the site. We
have, for example, recovered relatively large
quantities of lithics, including tools. Tools are
limited primarily to projectile points, although very
small quantities of hammerstones, used flakes, and
bifaces are also present. Also present, but in
greatly reduced numbers, are items such as
hematite and ceramics. Teatures were not
identified, nor was any vertical stratigraphy found
at the site. Faunal material, while present in very
low quantities, is entirely calcined, dramatically
limiting its interpretative potential. Fthnobotanical
remains were not found in secure contexts, but
appear to be randomly distributed and perhaps
reflecting natural occurrences.

Although the site has produced a number
of artifacts, the data sets themselves are somewhat
sparse. The fairly narrow range of 1o0ls calls into
question the site’s ability to shed much light on
“intra-site work area" as suggested by Drucker
(1997:27). It is also unlikely (coupled with the
absence of chronological control discussed below)
that the data sets arc sufficient to address the
technological changes Drucker (1997:27) mentions.

'The data sets (i.e., assemblage of MALA
points) are not present for the typological study of

-

this intriguing type — one of the Middle Archaic
primary research issues proposed by Sassaman and
Anderson (1994).

Although this study synthesizes the
Archaic Period, providing a generalized context for
the data present at the site (pages 15-18), the
reader is also referred to the excellent study
produced by Sassaman and Anderson (1994) which
is intended precisely as a context for cultural
resource management investigations such as this.
Contributing to this context, of course, is the
environmental background research, especially that
appropriate for the Middle Archaic (see pages 11-
12).

In a similar fashion, this study has isolated
a range of research questions appropriate for
Middle Archaic sites such as 38RD1082 (see pages
22-24). These include a broad range of issues
explored by other investigators at other Archaic
sites in primarily North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Georgia. Also included are questions
generally suggested as appropriate by Drucker
(1997), as well as generalized issues reviewed by
Sassaman and Anderson (1994). -

This review has, it is hoped, weeded out
insignificant research questions, so that the fifth
step in the process is not necessary. What does
remain, however, is determining whether
38RD1082 has the integrity and data sets necessary
to address the research questions that have been
proposed. If the site has the integrity and data sets
to address the research questions, then it should be
considered eligible. Otherwise, it must be
recommended not eligible.

Virtually all of the research questions
proposed require that the site exhibit clear vertical,
or at least horizontal, separation of different
cultural remains. For example, it is not possible to
explore the use of raw materials or technological
innovations by the makers of Morrow Mountain
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tools, if it isn’t possible to segregate those remains
[rom earlier and later deposits. Nor is it possible to
explore the differences in the Morrow Mountain I
and 11 points il we can’t identify with any degree of
certainty the associated assemblages. ALISRD1082
we have been unable to identify such clear
stratigraphic separation. In fact, it appears that
about 6,000 years ol accupation are confined to a
foot of soil. These excavations have [ound Taylor,
Morrow Mouniain, and Savannah River Stemmed
materials commingled. Previous work suggests that
the amount of mixing may be even greater, with
the presence of both Guilford and perhaps
Woodland materials also being found in this same
oue-foot deposit.

LEven horizontal stratigraphy is not well
delined at the site. For cxample, while Test Pit 1
contained several diagnostic Morrow Mountain
tools, the same unil also produced Savannah River
materials. ‘Test Pit 2, which contained five Morrow
Mountain points within a single level, also
produced a Taylor point. Test Pit 6, which
contamed only one diagnostic — a Kirk — also
reveals an assemblage of flakes that is strikingly
similar to those found associated with the Middle
Woadland Morrow Mountain points.

Many of the research guestions demand
the identification of features. Such scaled deposits
are essential for radiometric dating and are very
important for other research, such as the
investigation of the hematite and soapstone on the
site. In fact, features can often be a salisfactory
replacement for clear stratigraphy. Unfortunately,
at 38RD1082, we were unable to identify any
evidernce of leatures. While it remains possible that
leached [eatures might be recognizable through
extensive piece plotting of artifacts or perhaps even
lire cracked rock, this seems unlikely given that
cultural materials are confined to so shallow a lens
at the site. If features are preseut they much be
cither very shallow or widely dispersed. Both
present additional problems in recognition and
interpretation.

Turning 1o the critical issucs ol integrity
outlined by Sassaman and Anderson (1994:199) we
find (1) intact buried deposits, particularly those
with features and preserved [oral and Faunal
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remains, (2) stratified deposits, (3) evidence of
structural remains, and (4) areally extensive
scatters with evidence of little movement. Site
38RD1082 does not appear to meet any of these
criteria.

While the deposits are perhaps intact in
one sense, there is also evidence of very long
periods of occupation being confined to a fairly
thin zone in the soil profile, There has been, as a
result, considerable mixing of the deposits. Perhaps
ol even greater importance, the faunal remains are
limited to small fragments of calcined mammal
bone that offers relatively little information.
Ethnobotanical remains seem limited to wood
charcoal and cannot be convincingly associated
with oultural deposits. There are clearly no
stratified remains at 38RD1082. Nor was any
evidence of structural remains found in the testing.
Finally, there was little exposed at 38RD1082 prior
to the grading. Today the site has been so
extensively collected and the soils have been so
thoroughly mived that a controlled surface
collection would produce only spuricus
information.

Recommendations

As a result of this evaluative process, we
recommend 38RD1082 as not eligible for inclusion
on the National Register of Historic Places. The
recommendation, of course, must be independently
evaluated by the lead federal agency in
consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Office. If our recommendation is accepted, then no
additional management activities are required at
the site and construction may continue as originally
proposed.

We caution all parties concemed that our
evaluation is appropriate only fo that portion of
38RDI082 which has been subjected to survey and
testing. In olher words, we have reason to believe
that 38RD1082 may extend slightly to the east and
almost certainly further to the south. These areas
have not be included in either the original survey
or the site testing since they are owned by a
different property owner and are outside the
project area.
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It is possible that the remains on these
portions of the site exhibit different characteristics.
Stratigraphy may be present because of differem
soil or deposition conditions. The assemblage may
be entirely different, representing a single
component site. It is important that the {indings in
the project arca not be extended 1o areas not
imvestigated,

While unlikely, it is also possible that
additional, unsuspected, materials may be found as
construction  progresses. If so, the contractor
should notify his archaeologist or the State Historic
Preservation Officer. That additional materials will
be encountered seems unlikely since the bulk of
the land modification activities have already been
conducted. Those construction activities which
remain are likely to open large areas or disturb
much additional intact ground. Nevertheless, we
hope that the exceptional sensitivity shown by the
developer will continue and care will be exercised.
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